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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election of Species A (directed to embodiments 1 and 2) in the reply filed on 
06/04/2010 is acknowledged. The election has been treated as an election without traverse 
because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed errors in the 
restriction requirement (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 

2. Claims 6-8 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .142(b) as 
being drawn to a nonelected Species B, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. 

3. Claims 1 1 and 12 are directed to Species B directed to embodiment 3 in which the heat 
release means in a conveyance belt (pages 28-29 of Applicant's specification). Although 
Examiner did not explicitly mention in the "Election/Restrictions" dated 05/26/2010 that claims 

1 1 and 12 appears to read on Species B, Applicant had the burden to identify the claims readable 
on the elected species ("The reply must also identify the claims readable on the elected species, 
including any claims subsequently added", see page 1 of "Election/Restrictions" dated 
05/26/2010). Thus, claims 1 1 and 12 are also withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected Species B, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. 

Drawings 

4. Figure 9 should be designated by a legend such as —Prior Art— because only that which is 
old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 
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1 . 121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 
1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted 
by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-5 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the surfaces" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

8. Claims 1 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (hereafter "AAPA"). 
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Regarding claim 1, AAPA discloses a method of manufacturing a solar battery (solar 
battery string 100) (fig. 9) ("Background of the Invention" section of Applicant's Specification, 
P1/L5-P2/L18) by electrically connecting a plurality of cells (12) to one another using 
connection members (tab 14), comprising: 

• a flux applying step (second step) (fig. 9) of applying a flux to the surfaces of the 
cells (12); 

• a disposing step (third step) (fig. 9) of disposing the connection members (14) 
over the adjacent cells (12) to which the flux has been applied; 

• a string step (fourth step or tab string step) (fig. 9) of connecting the connection 
members (14) to the cells (12) by soldering (P1/L25-P2/L7); and 

• a cell heating step (cleaning step which includes "steaming" to remove the flux 
and all other residues) of heating the cells (12) connected to the connection 
members (14) (P2/L13-L18 and P3/L14-17). 

Regarding claim 9, AAPA further discloses that the whole cells (12) are heated in the cell 
heating step (steaming step) (P1/L5-P2/L18). 

Regarding claim 10, AAPA further discloses that the cell heating step includes: heat 
release means for preventing a solder which connects the connection members (14) to the cells 
(12) from being molten (P1/L5-P2/L18). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

1 1 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

12. Claims 2-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA as 
applied to claim 1 above. 

Regarding claims 2-5, Applicant is directed above for complete discussion of AAPA with 
respect to claim 1, which is incorporated herein. 
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However, AAPA does not explicitly disclose whether a heating temperature of the cell 
heating step (steaming step) is not less than a boiling or activating temperature of the flux, and 
whether the heating temperature is 150°C and the heating time is three minutes. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to have 
determined the optimum temperature of steaming step and optimum time for steaming step 
(cleaning step) through routine extermination such that the surfaces of the cells (12) are cleaned, 
as desired by AAPA (P2/L13-18). In addition, in the case where the general conditions of a 
claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable 
ranges by routine experimentation (MPEP § 2144.05 IIA, In re Alter, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 
USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955)). 

13. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AAPA as applied 
to claim 1 above, and further in view of Gonsiorawski et al. (US 5,074,920) and Tanaka et al. (JP 
2003-16881 1, refer to translation provided by the applicant). 

Applicant is directed above for complete discussion of AAPA with respect to claim 1 , 
which is incorporated herein. However, the reference is silent as to whether in the string step, 
hot air is blown against the connection members to perform the soldering, and in the cell heating 
step, the cells are irradiated with an infrared ray to heat. 

It is well known in the solar or photovoltaic art to blow hot air against the 
tabbing/connection member to perform soldering effectively, as taught by Gonsiorawski (see 
example 1). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
to blow hot air against the tabbing/connection member to perform soldering as taught by 
Gonsiorawski in the method of AAPA such that the connection member is soldered effectively to 
the surface of the solar cell. 

Tanaka discloses a solar battery (figs. 2-3) by electrically connecting a plurality of cells 
(photovoltaic cell 1) to one another using connection members (tab lead 4). Tanaka further 
teaches that the cells (1) the use of infrared heater (9) which irradiates infrared rays in order to 
efficiently solder the connection member (4) to the photovoltaic cell (1) (abstract and [0008- 
0009]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
to use the IR heater of Tanaka in the method of AAPA in order to efficiently solder the 
connection member to the photovoltaic cell, as taught by Tanaka. 

Double Patenting 

14. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
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Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 



15. Claims 1-5, 9-10 and 13 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-22 of U.S. Patent No. 7,754,962 B2 in 
view of AAPA. 

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because the claims 1-22 of U.S. Patent No. 7,754,962 B2 encompass all the 
limitations of instant claims 1-5, 9-10 and 13 except that U.S. Patent No. 7,754,962 B2 does not 
claim whether a flux has been applied to the surface of the cells. 
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However, it is well known in the solar or photovoltaic art to apply a flux on the surfaces 
of the solar cells to clean the surface as taught by AAPA (fig. 9) ("Background of the Invention" 
section of Applicant's Specification, P1/L5-P2/L18) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
to have claimed a flux applying step as taught by AAPA in the method of the claims 1-22 of U.S. 
Patent No. 7,754,962 B2 such that the surface of the cells are cleaned before applying connection 
member, as taught by AAPA. 



Correspondence/Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GOLAM MOWLA whose telephone number is (571) 270-5268. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 0800-1830 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, ALEXA NECKEL can be reached on (571) 272-1446. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
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like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/G. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1795 
/Alexa D. Neckel/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



